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The War 
Would we elect a president who was deaf to the 


By Eduardo Galeano 
Translation. Herbert Kaser. Coorditrad, volunteer 
translator (*) 


Just think. In the middle of last year, when this war was 
still only gestating, George W. Bush stated that 'we 
have to be ready to attack in any obscure corner of the 
world’; ergo, Iraq is an obscure corner of the world. 
Does Bush believe that civilization began in Texas and 
his fellow Texans invented writing? Has he really never 
heard of the library of Niniveh, the tower of Babel or the 
hanging gardens of Babylon? Has he really never heard 
even one of the tales in the thousand and one nights of 
Baghdad? 


Who elected him president of this planet anyway? | was 
never asked to vote in any such elections. Were you? 


population? Would we elect a man incapable of hearing 
any but the echoes of his own voice? A man deaf to the 
ceaseless thunder of millions of voices in the streets 
declaring peace on war? 


He has not even heeded a word of friendly advice from 
the German writer Ginter Grass. Realizing that Bush 
felt driven to demonstrate something very important to 
his daddy, Grass suggested that he see a 
psychoanalyst rather than bombing Iraq. 


In 1898, president William McKinley declared that God 
had commanded him to seize the Philippines in order to 
civilize and christianize their inhabitants. McKinley said 
that he had spoken with God at midnight as he roamed 
the corridors of the White House. 
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Over a century later, president Bush assures us that 
God is on his side in the conquest of Iraq. What time 
was it and where was he, we wonder, when he got the 
divine message? We might also ask why the messages 
to Bush and to the Pope at Rome were so 
contradictory. 


War has been declared in the name of the international 
community, which is sick of wars. And as per usual, war 
has been declared in the name of peace. It's not about 
oil, they say. And yet, if Iraq produced radishes rather 
than oil, would anyone seriously suggest invading? 


Have Bush, Dick Cheney and sweet Condoleeza Rice 
really all given up their top jobs in the oil industry? Why 
is Tony Blair so obsessed with the Iraqi dictator? Could 
it be because 30 years ago Saddam _ Hussein 
nationalized the British Iraq Petroleum Company? And 
how many oil wells is José Maria Aznar expecting to get 
when the spoils are divvied up? 


The oil-drunk consumer society is deathly afraid of 
withdrawal symptoms. And Iraq is where the black elixir 
is cheapest, and possibly most plentiful. 


In a peace demonstration in New York, one placard 
read: "Why is our oil beneath their sands?". 


The United States says it expects a lengthy military 
occupation following its victory. US generals will be in 
charge of setting up democracy in Iraq. 


Will this be a democracy like in Haiti, the Dominican 
Republic or Nicaragua? They occupied Haiti for 19 
years and set up a military power base that eventually 
became the dictatorship of Francois Duvalier. They 
occupied the Dominican Republic for nine years and 
laid the foundations for the dictatorship of Rafael 
Leonidas Trujillo. They occupied Nicaragua for 21 years 
and founded the dictatorship of the Somoza family. 


The Somoza dynasty, set on the throne by the Marines, 
lasted half a century before being swept away by 
popular fury in 1979. Then, president Ronald Reagan 
got on his horse and set out to rescue the country from 
the threat of the Sandinista revolution. Among the 
poorest of the poor, Nicaragua was a country with all of 
five elevators, and one escalator that didn't work. 
Nevertheless, Reagan proclaimed that Nicaragua was a 
menace; and as he spoke, TV screens showed a map 
of the United States with a red stain spreading from the 
south to illustrate the course of the imminent invasion. 
Can president Bush be copying the panic-rousing 
speeches of his predecessor? Can Bush be saying Iraq 
where Reagan said Nicaragua? 


Newspaper headlines in the run-up to war: "The United 
States is prepared to resist attack". 


Record sales of insulating tape, gas masks, radiation 
pills ... Why is the executioner more afraid than the 
victim? Is it only this climate of collective hysteria? Or 





does it tremble at the foreseeable consequences of its 
actions? And what if Iraqi oil sets fire to the world? Will 
this war not be just the vitamin shot that international 
terrorism was looking for? 


We are told that Saddam Hussein succors the fanatics 
of Al Qaeda. What is this - his very own viper's nest? 
Islamic fundamentalists loathe him. Can we say that a 
country is satanic where people watch Hollywood 
movies, many schools teach English, the Muslim 
majority do nothing to prevent Christians walking about 
sporting crucifixes and it is not uncommon to see 
women wearing trousers and daring blouses? 


There were no Iraqis among the terrorists who 
demolished the twin towers of New York. Almost all of 
them were from Saudi Arabia, the US's number one 
client in the world. Another Saudi is Bin Laden, the 
villain that the satellites track as he flees on horseback 
across the desert and the first to step forward whenever 
Bush requires his services as professional ogre. 


Did you know that in 1953 president Dwight D. 
Eisenhower said that "preventive war" was invented by 
Adolf Hitler? He said: "...frankly, | wouldn't even listen to 
anyone seriously that came in and talked about such a 
thing". 


The United States makes and sells more arms than any 
other country in the world. It is also the only nation to 
have dropped atomic bombs on civilian populations. 
And traditionally it has always been at war with 
somebody. Who is it that threatens world peace? Iraq? 


So Iraq does not heed United Nations (UN) resolutions? 
And what about Bush, who has just dealt the most 
resounding blow ever to international legality? And what 
about Israel, the leading specialist in ignoring UN 
resolutions? 


Iraq has ignored 17 UN resolutions, Israel 64. Will Bush 
bomb his most loyal ally? 


Iraq was devastated by the war waged by Bush senior 
in 1991and has been starved by the blockade following 
it. What weapons of mass destruction can so thoroughly 
ruined a country possess? 


Israel, which has been usurping Palestinian land since 
1967, has an arsenal of nuclear weapons that 
guarantees its impunity. And then Pakistan, another 
faithful ally and furthermore a notorious hotbed of 
terrorists, flaunts its own nuclear warheads. But the 
enemy is lraq, because Iraq "could possess" such 
weapons. If it did indeed possess them, as North Korea 
claims to do, would they be so keen to attack? 


And what about chemical and biological weapons? 


Who sold Saddam Hussein the chemicals he needed to 
make the poison gases that asphyxiated Kurds, and the 


helicopters they were launched from? Why won't Bush 
let us see the receipts? 


In those years of war against Iran and war against the 
Kurds, was Saddam any less of a dictator than he is 
now? Donald Rumsfeld himself visited him on a mission 
of friendship. Why are we so concerned about the 
Kurds of Iraq and not about the much greater number of 
Kurds murdered in Turkey? 


Defence Secretary Rumsfeld has announced that his 
country will use "non-lethal gases" against Iraq. Will 
these be the kind of non-lethal gases that Vladimir Putin 
used last year in a Moscow theatre, killing over a 
hundred hostages? 


There were a few days there when the United Nations 
covered up Picasso's Guernica with a curtain so that 
Colin Powell would not be put off his bugle calls by such 
nasty scenes. 


What size of curtain will they use to cover up the 
butchery in Iraq, in the form of blanket censorship 
imposed on war correspondents by the Pentagon? 


Where will the souls of the lraqi victims go? According 
to reverend Billy Graham, president Bush's spiritual 
adviser and celestial surveyor, paradise is none too 
roomy - no more than fifteen hundred square miles. The 
chosen will be few. Now guess which country has 
bought up all the entrance tickets? 


And one last question, borrowed from John Le Carré: 


- Will they kill many people, daddy? 
- No-one you know, dear. Just foreigners. 


[translated by Alistair Ross] 
http://www.g7welcomingcommittee.com/propagandhi/id 
eas.shtml 


LA JORNADA : 19/03/03 
Grano de Arena 184 informativo@attac.org 


lraq, War, Debt and the G8 
By Eric Toussaint (CADTM) 


Some days after the beginning of the invasion of Iraq by 
the American, British and Australian forces, George W 
Bush gave an estimate to Congress that the cost of the 
war for the US Treasury would reach 80 billion dollars. 
According to the UNDP and UNICEF, that is precisely 
the annual sum needed to guarantee for the whole 
planet universal access to drinking water, basic 
education, primary health care, a decent food supply 
and gynaecological and obstetric treatment for all 
women. The US government achieved the feat of 
raising and spending this amount in several months - a 
sum which no world summit in recent years has 
succeeded in bringing together (in Genoa in 2001 the 
G7 only managed to raise a little less than one billion 
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dollars for the funds for combating AIDS, malaria and 
tuberculosis). The 80 billion obtained by Bush from 
Congress is the amount necessary to destroy Iraq and 
guarantee an occupation of its territory until 31st 
December 2003. Apparently the financial costs of the 
damage inflicted by this intervention have not been 
taken into account. 


This neo-colonial aggression once again made use of a 
humanitarian pretext: the wish to offer the Iraqi people a 
democratic regime and to save humanity from weapons 
of mass destruction. This pretext is one more in the 
long list of humanitarian justifications used to cover up 
disgraceful operations of territorial conquest and 
economic rape and pillage. From the evangelisation of 
the Americas by the conquistadors to the fight against 
terrorism, via the fight against slavery which screened 
Leopold II's colonial campaign in the Congo.... 


Who will really pay the price of this aggression? The 
war was not yet over when the finance ministers of the 
7 most industrialised countries met in Washington on 
10th/11th April 2003 to prepare the Spring meeting of 
the World Bank and the IMF and the annual G8 summit 
(due to take place in Evian, France at the beginning of 
June). They agreed to set Iraq’s foreign debt at 120 
billion dollars, higher than that of Turkey (which has 
almost three times the population of Iraq). This does not 
include the compensation owed by Iraq for the invasion 
of Kuwait in 1990. If the finance ministers of the G7 are 
to be believed, were this compensation taken into 
account, Iraq’s debt would be increased to 380 billion 
dollars. Post-Saddam Iraq would thus have the 
unhappy privilege of being the most indebted country in 
the Third World, far surpassing Brazil, which currently 
holds the record of 230 billion dollars. The arbitrary 
agreement on this amount is directly aimed at justifying 
the take-over of Iraq’s oil resources on the pretext of 
ensuring the repayment of the debt. Fixing the debt so 
high has the enormous advantage of subjecting the new 
Iraqi authorities to the demands of the creditors for 
decades. Even if the military occupation were of limited 
duration, and even if the UN _ undertook the 
management of reconstruction, the country’s politics 
would still be determined by the creditors and by the oil 
multi-nationals which will obtain the concessions. 


This is why the demand to cancel Iraq’s foreign debt is 
not only legitimate but also a condition sine qua non for 
re-establishing lraq’s sovereignty after the ignominious 
military aggression which it has_ suffered. In 
international law, the doctrine of odious debt can be 
applied perfectly to Iraq. According to this doctrine, “if a 
despotic power (= Saddam Hussein’s regime, Ed.) 
contracts a debt that is not used to meet the needs and 
interests of the State, but to strengthen the despotic 
regime and oppress the population which opposes it, 
this debt is odious to the population of the State as a 
whole. This debt is not binding for the nation; it is the 
regime's debt, a personal debt of the authorities which 
contracted it. Consequently, it becomes null and void 
with the fall of the regime.” (Alexander Sack, Les effets 
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des transformations des Etats sur leurs dettes 
publiques et autres obligations financiéres, Recueil 
Sirey, 1927). The USA have applied this doctrine at 
least twice in the past. In 1898, after their victorious 
attack on the Spanish Armada off the coast of Cuba to 
‘liberate’ Cuba from Spanish domination, the US 
government used it to get Madrid to give up its financial 
claims on Cuba. 


25 years later, in 1923, the US Supreme Court rejected 
the claims of the creditors of Costa Rica after the fall of 
the dictator Tinoco1 , arguing that they should be 
addressed to the deposed dictator and not the new 
regime. In 2003, you can bet that the members of the 
G8, not only the four who supported the war (USA, UK, 
Italy, Japan) but also the four who were opposed to it 
(Germany, France, Canada, Russia) will come to an 
agreement not to apply the doctrine of “odious debt” to 
Iraq. 


It is up to the movement for an alternative globalisation 
to promote the demand for cancellation of Iraq’s foreign 
debt, along with other demands such as the withdrawal 
of the occupying forces, the payment of reparations to 
the Iraqis for the destruction and pillage caused by the 
war started by the US/UK/Australian Coalition, and the 
full and complete exercise of sovereignty by the Iraqis 
themselves (including the benefit of their natural 
resources). 


Clear differences divided the members of the G8 before 
the beginning of the aggression against Iraq. They will 
undoubtedly try to minimise their differences and unite 
again, ready for the next stage in pushing neo-liberal 
globalisation even further. They will try to reach 
agreement on tackling the global financial crisis 
(rampant stock market crashes, financial instability, 
massive debts in the private sector in the most 
industrialised countries) and on their approach to the 
inter-ministerial meeting of the WTO, planned for the 
beginning of September 2003 in Cancun (Mexico). They 
have learnt the lesson of Seattle: they are aware that 
the lack of an agreement between the USA and the EU 
on a commercial agenda could lead to the failure of 
Cancun. They will be meeting in Evian from 1st to 3rd 
June 2003 to harmonise their points of view. 


The alternative globalisation and anti-war movements 
will be there too. 


Translated by David and Barbara Forbes 
Visit the Cadtm website: www.cadtm.org 


See Damien Millet, Eric Toussaint, “ 50 questions /50 
réponses sur la dette, le FMI et la Banque mondiale ”, 
joint edition CADTM / Syllepse, Bruxelles / Paris, 2002, 
pp. 163-179 and 184-187. This book will be published 
soon in English by Zed Books. 


Petition for the abolition of Iraq's debt and demanding 
reparations 





Citizens of many countries, we unite in declaring that 
the lraqi people cannot be held responsible for debts 
contracted and expenses run up by Saddam Hussein 
and his despotic regime. Under the terms of the 
doctrine of odious debt, these debts fall with the regime 
that contracted them. Nor should the Iraqi people have 
to bear the cost of the occupation of Iraq by the troops 
of the Coalition of the United States, the United 
Kingdom and Australia. 


We call on all creditors to cancel the odious debt 
contracted by Saddam Hussein. We declare that the 
cost of the war and the present occupation cannot be 
transformed into a further debt. We consider that the 
destruction and pillage caused by the war entitle the 
Iraqi people to reparations. 


We call upon the United Nations General Assembly to 
support the Iraqi people in demanding the cancellation 
of the debt and the provision of reparations for the 
damage caused by the war waged by the Coalition in 
violation of the United Nations Charter. 


The Iraqi people and their freely elected representatives 
must be allowed to enter a new stage of their history 
with full independence. In the future, all Iraq's 
resources must be made available for use by and for 
the Iraqi people, so that they can reconstruct their 
country. 


We call on all countries, all organizations and all 
citizens to support this declaration. 


Full Name / Job/status/ Full Address / e-mail / 
Signature 
Return completed’ petitions by e-mail to 


hugo.cadtm@skynet.be 
or by post to Eric Toussaint, CADTM, 29, rue Plantin, B 
- 1070 Brussels, Belgium. 


Was Iraq Really a Threat ? 
By Mark Engler 


Since Baghdad fell, Defense Department hawks have 
devoted themselves to gloating about the never- 
questioned supremacy of the United States’ armed 
forces. However, the rest of the world's attention has 
shifted to examine the largely forgotten rationale for 
Bush's invasion: the peril posed by Saddam Hussein's 
alleged weapons of mass destruction. The April 22 
appearance of chief U.N. weapons inspector Hans Blix 
before the Security Council has only strengthened calls 
for independent verification of U.S. accusations. 


Anti-war activists did not dispute that Saddam was an 
abhorrent dictator. The tyrant may well have some 
chemical and biological agents stowed away for 
investigators to find, and he no doubt wished to make 
more in the future. 


But key arguments against the war remain valid: 


Contrary to President Bush's pronouncements and 
Colin Powell's satellite photos, the world had no reason 
to believe that the Ba'ath regime presented any real 
danger to its neighbors, far less to the United States. 
Saddam's military forces were decimated in the first 
Gulf War. Subsequent U.N. inspections made 
significant progress in eliminating what weapons 
remained, and any hidden stocks of chemical agents 
would have degraded substantially during a decade of 
crippling sanctions. In short, Iraq had been effectively 
contained as a threat. 


Beyond that, the new wave of inspections was working. 
Saddam's on-going ambition to produce banned 
armaments merited international attention, but hardly a 
20 billion-dollar blitzkrieg, a subsequent occupation by 
the Marines, and the loss of uncounted thousands of 
lives. Given the hostility with which the Bush 
Administration treated the idea of allowing Blix's team 
time to do its job, it was always hard to consider 
weapons of mass destruction a real concern, rather 
than a convenient pretext for war. 


The media watchdogs at Fairness and Accuracy in 
Reporting captured the irony of the situation perfectly by 
recalling a March 4 article in The New York Times: 
"More Missiles Destroyed; Washington Is Concerned 
Over Complications for Effort to Disarm Iraq." NBC 
Nightly News correspondent Andrea Mitchell added, 
"For the US, it's a nightmare situation. If Iraq destroys 
the missiles, it will be much harder to get support for 
military action." 


Now that George Bush and Tony Blair are again under 
political pressure to produce incriminating evidence 
about banned weaponry, we can be sure that fresh 
charges will be forthcoming. Reports of an unnamed 
Iraqi scientist claiming to know of destroyed chemical 
agents qualifies as the military's best lead so far in a 
search that has heretofore come up empty-handed. 


Yet the world still has reason to be skeptical of the 
military's claims. And Americans concerned with 
genuine global security have reason to support the 
global demand for independent investigation. 


In the past, the U.S. government has shown itself all too 
willing to make up the evidence it needs to justify war. 
And, too often, the press has dutifully followed suit. 
Perhaps the most famous historical precedent is the 
1898 sinking of the USS Maine off the coast of Cuba. 
Thanks to campaigning on the part of Hearst 
newspapers, President McKinley was able to blame 
Spain for the mysterious incident, and thus pursue 
imperial interests in the Spanish-American War. 


The fraudulent 1964 Gulf of Tonkin incident, in which 
President Johnson announced an unprovoked attack by 
North Vietnamese PT boats on American destroyers, 
provided an excuse for the U.S. to commence air 
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strikes on North Vietnam. The press corps ate it up. (By 
1965, however, Johnson admitted, "For all | know, our 
Navy was shooting at whales out there.") 


In advance of the 1991 Gulf War, the first Bush 
Administration perpetuated accounts of Iraqi soldiers 
yanking babies from incubators in Kuwait's hospitals. 
Why anyone would need to make up stories about a 
regime that already possessed a long history of cruel 
misdeeds is anybody's guess. Nevertheless, this turned 
out to be a fake, managed with the help of public 
relations firm Hill & Knowlton. 


Washington's track record for honesty during the 
current conflict, too, has been poor. U.S. intelligence 
sources hyped up forged documents in an attempt to 
strengthen support for an invasion. In a_ recent 
interview, Hans Blix pointed to the accusations that Iraq 
attempted to purchase nuclear materials from the 
Central African nation of Niger. "This was a crude lie," 
Blix explained. "All false. The information was provided 
to the International Atomic Energy Agency by the U.S. 
intelligence services. As for the mobile laboratories, in 
attempting to verify the data that was passed on to U.S. 
by the Americans, we only found some trucks dedicated 
to the processing and control of seeds for agriculture." 


Despite such troubling facts, outlets like Fox News 
always treated suspicions of illegal weapons as 
established truth. For them, news items like the April 16 
headline in The New York Times reading, "U.S. 
Inspectors Find No Forbidden Weapons at Iraqi Arms 
Plant," are only evidence of that paper's egregious 
wimpiness and lingering Communist sympathies. 


Yet, Fox's past headlines like "Iraq Arming Troops With 
Chemical Weapons" now appear overeager, at best, as 
justifications for war. They make Bush's "uniquely evil" 
adversary seem uniquely restrained in not deploying the 
banned armaments during the war, when he faced a 
force hell-bent on his elimination. 


Government deception and suspect reporting has 
engendered skepticism even within the intelligence 
community. The news service Agence France Press 
recently published an interview with retired CIA 
intelligence analyst Ray McGovern, who says "Some of 
my colleagues are virtually certain that there will be 
some weapons of mass destruction found, even though 
they might have to be planted." 


"I'm just as sure that some few will be found," he 
argued, "but not in any amount that by any stretch 
would justify the charge of a threat against the U.S. or 
anyone else." 


The Bush Administration's rejection of independent 
investigations represents a further step down the road 
of dangerous unilateralism. Promoting international 
cooperation and goodwill is vital to any real pursuit of 
global security, yet these are precisely the things 
undermined by Washington's belligerence. 
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Even from a narrow view of America's foreign policy 
interests, the U.S. government should want 
independent verification to vindicate its accusations and 
to dispel lingering doubts. 


That is, unless the old maxim applies, and truth has 
once again become a casualty of war. 


Mark Engler, a writer based in New York City, can be 
reached at <engler@eudoramail.com>. Research 
assistance for this article provided by Katie Griffiths. 


Grace News 
By Russell Mokhiber and Robert Weissman 


The U.S. government this week launched its Arabic 
language satellite TV news station for Muslim Iraq. 


It is being produced in a studio -- Grace Digital Media -- 
controlled by fundamentalist Christians who are rabidly 
pro-Israel. 


That's Grace as in "by the Grace of God." 


Grace Digital Media is controlled by a fundamentalist 
Christian millionaire, Cheryl! Reagan, who last year 
wrested control of Federal News Service, a transcription 
news service, from its former owner, Cortes Randell. 


Randell says he met Reagan at a prayer meeting, 
brought her in as an investor in Federal News Service, 
and then she forced him out of his own company. 


Grace Digital Media and Federal News Service are 
housed in a downtown Washington, D.C. office building, 
along with Grace News Network. 


When you call the number for Grace News Network, 
you get a person. answering "Grace Digital 
Media/Federal News Service." 


According to its web site, Grace News Network is 
"dedicated to transmitting the evidence of God's 
presence in the world today." 


"Grace News Network will be reporting the current 
secular news, along with aggressive proclamations that 
will 'change the news' to reflect the Kingdom of God 
and its purposes," GNN proclaims. 


The Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG), the U.S. 
government agency producing the television news 
broadcasts for Iraq, likes to say it is the BBC of the 
USA. 


BBG runs Radio Free Europe, Voice of America, and 
Radio Sawa -- Arabic language radio for the Middle 
East. 





"Our mission is clear," BBG's Joan Mower told us. "To 
broadcast accurate and objective news about the 
United States and the world. We don't do propaganda, 
leafleting -- we are like the BBC in that respect." 


Well, then why hook up with Grace? 


BBG's Joan Mower said that Grace Digital Media is a 
mainstream production house used by all kinds of 
mainstream news organizations. 


"Grace will have nothing to do with the editorial side of 
the news broadcast," she said. "They are renting us 
equipment, space, studio. The Grace personnel we use 
include technicians, production people but no editorial 
people." 


But Mower said she couldn't get us a copy of the 
contract between BBG and Grace Digital media. Nor 
could she say how Grace Digital was chosen as the 
production studio. 


Grace News Network proclaims that it will be a "unique 
tool in the Lord's ministry plan for the world." 


"Grace News Network provides networking links and 
portals to various ministries and news services that will 
be of benefit to every Christian believer and seeker of 
truth," according to the company's mission statement. 


The CEO of Grace News Network is Thorne Auchter. 


The same Thorne Auchter who began the dismantling 
of the Occupational Safety and Health Administration 
(OSHA) under Presidents Reagan and George Bush I. 


Auchter did not return our calls seeking comment for 
this story. 


While it's unclear whether Grace News Network actually 
produces any news, it has produced a documentary 
movie titled "Israel: Divine Destiny" which it showed at 
the National Press Club in September 2002. 


The film is about "Israel's destiny and the United States' 
role in that destiny," according to Grace News Network. 


Grace News said that it could not make a copy of the 
film available to us at this time, since it is now 
undergoing post-production editing. Nor could it provide 
a transcript. 


The mainstream media has documented strong and 
growing ties between right-wing Republican Christian 
fundamentalists and right-wing Sharonist Israeli 
expansionists. 


This alliance is personified in Ralph Reed's Stand Up 
for Israel, a group formed to "mobilize Christians and 
other people of faith to support the State of Israel." 


President Bush has very strong ties to fundamentalist 
Christians, most notably Franklin Graham, the son of 
Rev. Billy Graham. 


Last week, Franklin Graham delivered a Good Friday 
message at the Pentagon, despite an uproar over his 
previous slander of Islam as "a very evil and wicked 
religion." 


Don Wagner, a professor of religion and director of the 
Center for Middle Eastern Studies at North Park 
University, an evangelical Christian college in Chicago, 
has written extensively about what he calls Christian 
Zionism, whose leaders he identifies as, among others, 
Ralph Reed, Jerry Falwell, Pat Robertson, Gary Bauer, 
and Franklin Graham. 


"Christian Zionists have historically pointed to Genesis 
12:3 - | will bless those who bless you. And the one who 
curses you, | will curse," Dr. Wagner said. "They have 
interpreted this to mean that individuals and nations 
who support the state of Israel will be blessed by God. It 
has come to mean political, economic, and moral 
support, often uncritically rendered to the state of 
Israel." 


Grace News Network seems to fit the mold. 


Joan Mower says that BBG is currently producing and 
transmitting six hours of news into Iraq including a 
dubbed version of the daily evening news from ABC, 
CBS, NBC, Fox and PBS, plus three hours of original 
news programming from BBG. 


BBG says it sees no problem in having Grace produce 
the evening news broadcast for Iraq. 


Given the brewing anti-American revolt through all 
sectors of Iraqi society, maybe it should reconsider. 


We called Grace Digital Media to speak with Cheryl 
Reagan. 


Her secretary told us that she has been away in 
extended vacation for more than a month -- in Israel. 


When will she back? we asked. 
No one knows, the secretary said. 


Russell Mokhiber is editor of the Washington, D.C.- 
based Corporate Crime Reporter. Robert Weissman is 
editor of the Washington, D.C.-based Multinational 
Monitor, http:/www.multinationalmonitor.org. They are 
co-authors of Corporate Predators: The Hunt for 
MegaProfits and the Attack on Democracy (Monroe, 
Maine: Common Courage Press; 
http://www.corporatepredators.org). 
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Gender Implications of Bank Privatization in 
Developing Countries 


By Sara Hlupekile Longwe, FEMNET (Zambia) 
Arguments for and Against Privatization 


It is now common, in developing countries, that the IMF 
and World Bank make privatization of economic 
enterprises a pre-condition for balance of payments 
support, and for development aid. This withdrawal of 
government ownership and control of economic 
enterprises is what is here meant by the term 
‘privatization’. This demand for the state to withdraw 
from economic enterprise, and to hand over to public or 
private companies, has even extended to public utilities 
such as companies concerned with water and electricity 
supply, telephones and banking. 


The rationale behind this IMF demand is three-fold. 
Firstly, it is said that the administration of parastatal 
companies is more bureaucratic and _ inefficient, 
because they operate like government bureaucracies, 
and are protected by government from having to adapt 
to competition and market forces. Secondly, they are 
more likely to be internally corrupt, for example by 
having inflated payrolls to provide employment to 
relatives and placement of government officials. Thirdly, 
their revenues and assets are likely to be diverted by 
corrupt government officials who gain external control 
over company decision making. All three of these 
factors lead to parastatals that provide services and 
commodities at uncompetitive prices, and also lead to 
low productivity and loss making, and to the ultimate 
collapse of the enterprise if exposed to competition in a 
free market. 


In the face of such a rationale, there are some obvious 
counter arguments. For example, even if the charges of 
inefficiency and corruption are true, are public 
companies and multi-nationals any different or better? 
(Remember Enron!) And would it not be better to 
eliminate corruption rather than sell off the company? 
And if government officials are corruptly interfering with 
a parastatal company and siphoning off the profits, is it 
not better to deal with the underlying issues of good 
governance, and eliminate corruption amongst 
government officials? Are we not blaming the victim? Or 
is the IMF telling us to take corrupt government as a 
given, as if we are not in a position to take action? 


But it is not sufficient merely to counter argue on IMF 
terms. The IMF argues purely in terms of productivity 
and efficiency. But the main reasons for setting up 
parastatal companies in the first place was to provide a 
service to the general public, and to provide the public 
with control over company policy. The purpose of this 
public control was to ensure that the company’s 
economic activities were in the general public interest, 
rather than in the interest of a small elite, or in the 
interest of a small number of shareholders, or in the 
interest of foreign investors. 
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In Zambia, there is currently an IMF demand that the 
government should privatize not only ZANACO (the 
Zambia National Commercial Bank), but also the 
electricity supply company ZESCO and the telephone 
company ZAMTEL. 


The Case of the Zambia National Commercial Bank 
(ZANACO) 


ZANACO was first established in 1972, at the height of 
the socialist reforms of the then UNIP government. For 
the national economy, the purpose was to achieve more 
government control over the commercial banking 
sector, where all other commercial banks were merely 
the Zambian outposts of multinationals (the principle 
banks being Barclays and Standard, both UK-based). 
The newly established ZANACO also provided a 
conduit for government capital to be made available to 
parastatals, and the government income from banking 
revenues. 


A further IMF argument for privatizing ZANACO is that it 
is currently insolvent, and is currently being propped up 
by an injection of capital from the government. 
However, it should be noted that this insolvency does 
not arise from any lack of internal efficiency, or even 
from lack of potential profitability. It arises from the 
plundering of bank assets by government officials 
during the earlier regime of President Frederick 
Chiluba. During this time, when the government was 
essentially in the hands of a gang of thieves, the bank 
was used as a conduit for funds stolen from 
government and externalized abroad. It was also forced 
into providing unsafe loans to other parastatals, from 
which funds were being plundered by government 
officials. In fact, cases are currently in court in Zambia 
on a series of such issues, with charges having been 
leveled against, amongst others, the former Managing 
Director of ZANACO Michael Musonda, the former 
Finance Minister Katele Kalumba, and the former 
Director of the Intelligence Service Xavier Chungu. 


The problem which ZANACO faced was not, therefore, 
internal in origin. Instead, top bank officials had allowed 
themselves to connive in the plunder of state resources 
which had been initiated and orchestrated by crooked 
members of the previous government administration. 


ZANACO as the ‘People’s Bank’ 


At the level of the individual citizen, and despite all the 
problems summarized above, the role of the bank 
remains important and appreciated, although it perhaps 
no longer lives up to its former popular nickname of the 
‘People’s Bank’. 


For the small-scale entrepreneur in a poor country such 
as Zambia, a people-oriented bank is a great advantage 
because of its potential for providing a refuge for 
savings, and a source of both working capital and start- 
up capital. 





In these areas the People’s Bank began with a more 
service oriented approach than the other commercial 
banks, being explicitly concerned with encouraging the 
emergence of Zambian businesses in a country where 
the economy was dominated by foreign capital, and 
even foreign personnel. More specifically, the People’s 
Bank earned its nickname by offering the ordinary 
customer the following advantages: 

- More branches in rural areas, to provide banking 
services to farmers and small business people; 

- Smaller minimum deposits in savings accounts, to 
encourage small-scale saving; 

- More small loans; 

- More risk taking in giving loans, to encourage the 
emergence of small businesses. 


These ‘People’s Bank’ policies contradicted the policy 
of profit maximization. It was clear that profit was not to 
be interpreted narrowly, where each individual branch 
had to be profitable. On the contrary, the People’s Bank 
was willing to run loss making rural branches, provided 
that the overall banking enterprise was profitable. This 
has never been the policy of the big multinational 
banks, which will always close down a branch once it is 
shown to be unprofitable. 


But a parastatal bank has the potential to consider the 
productivity and profitability of the national economy, 
and not merely its own profitability. It has to consider 
the welfare of all the people, and not just the 
shareholders. Although the bank may have to remain 
profitable to secure its continued existence, the 
government can act to ensure that it does not put profit 
maximization above national interest, and above 
general public interest. 


By the same token, the opposite is the case for a 
private or multinational bank. It automatically puts profit 
maximization above national interest. Management is 
likely to be quite explicit that their interest is in bank 
profit, and national interest is not their concern, but 
rather the concern of the government. Whereas the 
People’s Bank still has branches all over the country, 
and in all rural towns, there is no such coverage 
provided by any multi-national bank. 


If the People’s Bank is privatized, it is inevitable that all 
unprofitable rural branches will be closed. It is also 
inevitable that any small ‘unprofitable’ savers will be 
discouraged by higher levels of minimum deposits and 
higher bank charges (which already characterize the 
multinational banks in Zambia), and that higher risk 
borrowers, who disproportionately include small 
business people, will not be given access to loans. 
These consequences are made more inevitable by the 
certainty that the new investors will be foreign investors, 
who are certainly investing only for the profit on their 
shares and rise in share capital, and not because of any 
long term interest in the economy of Zambia, or the 
welfare of Zambians. Investors will certainly be 
foreigners, because there is little development of any 


Zambian bourgeois class with sufficient capital to invest 
in banks. What little capital is available is mostly 
invested in small-scale trading and manufacturing, 
which brings prospect of quick turnover, and quick and 
high rate of return. 


Gender Dimensions of Bank Privatization 


Having identified some of the ways that a parastatal 
bank may better meet the needs of the ordinary citizen, 
we now turn our attention to whether these advantages 
affect women and men equally. More specifically, are 
the better services available from a parastatal bank 
more to the advantage of women, rather than men? Are 
women’s interests served more than men’s? Do 
parastatal banks enable women to overcome 
discrimination against them in their economic life? 


If we look at the way a parastatal bank is likely to 
provide better and more useful services to the ordinary 
citizen, and to provide a better coverage of such 
services, we can soon see that these better services 
are especially to the advantage of women, rather than 
men. This is simply because men are amongst the 
more privileged in society. The more banking services 
are extended to ordinary citizens and small business 
people, the more there will be a greater proportion of 
women amongst those receiving services. 


More specifically, the People’s Bank is better geared, in 
its policy and provisions, to reach customers who are 
more rural, poorer, and engaged in small-scale farming, 
or small-scale business. In each of these overlapping 
categories, for a developing country such as Zambia, 
we find that there is a majority of women. Given the 
privileges and domination of men in economic matters 
in the patriarchal societies of the developing world, it is 
women who are the majority amongst the poor, 
amongst the small-scale farmers, and amongst the 
small traders and business people. The People’s Bank 
is therefore of special benefit to women, who will not be 
reached by a more profit-oriented bank. If the People’s 
Bank is privatized, and then takes a hard-nosed 
approach to profitability, we may expect that the 
proportion of women amongst bank account holders will 
fall. 


Furthermore, we should note that it is women who have 
special need of access to banks. In a small business, 
such as farming or marketing, it is very important to 
have a safe place to save money, to put working 
capital, or to find somebody to give a small loan. 
Without a bank, this is particularly difficult for women 
because men (usually husbands) control the money, 
demand to be the custodians of money, and make it 
difficult to make a distinction between household money 
and business money. For a woman, a bank is not 
merely a safe place for money, it is also a refuge which 
enables a woman to maintain control of her money, and 
of her business. A bank provides an_ essential 
mechanism that enables a woman to exert economic 
independence and empowerment. A banking system, if 
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it has any interest in women’s economic advancement, 
should go out of its way to attract women as customers. 


If a bank takes a hard-nosed and low risk attitude 
towards giving loans, then women are unlikely to 
qualify. This is because the bank will demand collateral 
to underwrite the loan. This collateral will normally be in 
the form of a title to house or land, which means that, in 
Zambia, only men can provide such collateral. Currently 
in Zambia, in the demand for collateral, it is probable 
that both parastatal and private banks exhibit much the 
same levels of discrimination against women. 


But the People’s Bank, if it worked entirely to an 
egalitarian charter, would automatically provide gender 
equality in its services, and act to counter any gender 
discrimination in the local tradition. But multinational 
(and foreign) banks tend to do exactly the opposite, and 
seem to be more concerned with ‘fitting in’ with the local 
patriarchal culture. In Zambia, to this day, Barclays 
Bank discriminates against women in opening a current 
account. The applicant, if female and married, is asked 
on the application form to produce the details and 
signature of her husband. By implication, the husband 
supervises the account, and is in a position deny a 
current account to his wife. 


So it has to be admitted that the People’s Bank in 
Zambia has not been exemplary in attracting women 
customers, nor can it be said to have championed 
women’s empowerment. However, the above 
considerations do show clear advantages to women 
from the People’s Bank, as well as better prospect of 
further advantage. 


Firstly, by its better coverage and focus on small 
business people, there is automatically a better service 
to women, and a better likelihood of a larger proportion 
of women amongst the bank clients. Secondly, being a 
People’s Bank (ultimately under government control), it 
is more obliged to follow government policies on gender 
equality, and more open to women’s public pressure for 
equal treatment in public life. 


Why are women, throughout the world, having to set up 
their own Women’s Banks, or otherwise relying on 
microcredit institutions like the Grameen Bank, rather 
than using commercial banks? It is precisely because 
they cannot get equal treatment from commercial 
banks! Institutions such as Women’s Banks must be 
treated as a stop-gap measure, until such time that 
women have sufficient public voice and influence as to 
enforce equal treatment by commercial banks. 


There will always be more prospect of women 
influencing commercial bank policy where the bank is 
parastatal. The prospect of local Zambian women 
influencing the gender policy of a foreign multinational 
bank is negligible, and grim. If multinational policy could 
be influenced, this could only be done by a concerted 
effort by the global women’s movement. 
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The arguments advanced in this paper, of the 
advantage to women of parastatal rather than privatized 
banks, could easily be extended to other public utilities 
such as telephone networks, and systems for supply of 
water and electricity. 


Women need to keep local control of these utilities if 
there is to be any hope of pushing for gender equity in 
the distribution of services. In these areas, privatization 
and profit are the enemies of women. 


This article comes from the March/April edition of the 50 
Years Is Enough Network's quarterly newsletter, 
Economic Justice News 

All can be found at 
http:/Awww. 50years.org/ejn/v6n1/index.html. 


Contact for this article. 50years@50years.org 
Wither Cancun ? 
By Shefali Sharma 


CANCUN PROMISES TO BE PROBLEMATIC IF 
DECISIONS LEFT FOR MINISTERIAL 


Much has been said this month at the WTO about 4 
Missed Deadlines of the Doha Ministerial Declaration 
(DMD): 1) Implementation Issues, 2) Special And 
Differential Treatment, 3) Solution regarding Trips and 
Health and 4) Completion of modalities (negotiating 
principles) for the agriculture negotiations. There seems 
to be very little clarity on the part of the Secretariat and 
member states on the way forward regarding progress 
in these issues and in particular how these and other 
issues will play out in the 5th WTO Ministerial in 
Cancun. 


The Cancun Ministerial, September 10-14, has three 
mandates according to the (DMD) 1) to take stock of 
progress 2) provide any necessary political guidance 3) 
take decisions as necessary. The entire set of 
negotiations and the work thus far in the WTO since 
Doha, will be divided into one of these three categories 
as necessary. After discussion with various players 
around Geneva (member states, secretariat staff), a 
picture is emerging in terms of the process leading to 
Cancun. 


NO DECLARATION? 


The WTO staff say it is unlikely that a declaration will 
emerge from Cancun. Declaration texts have been a 
contentious issue since Seattle. There were immense 
problems prior to Doha when the Chairman of the 
General Council (GC), Stuart Harbinson, forwarded a 
draft text “in his own capacity” with a cover sheet 
indicating that the text had not been agreed. He did so 
without brackets, nor with any indication of what the 
differences among governments on the different 
proposals were. The text itself was referred to as a 
“house of cards,” meaning if governments attempted to 





revise language significantly in any one paragraph, then 
the whole document would unravel. The reality of Doha 
was quite different in the sense that the text did change 
and change dramatically, but only in certain paragraphs 
--with surprising last minute additions such as the 
convoluted text around the negotiations on Investment, 
Competition and other language regarding negotiations 
on the Environment. This time, the WTO is hoping to 
avoid all these controversies by avoiding a declaration 
altogether. This is misleading, however, because 
decisions have to be taken in Cancun, and these will 
have to be prepared in Geneva in advance, and be 
available in writing for the Ministerial. 


According to a source, there are approximately 13 
issues to resolve or address either before or at Cancun, 
yet six is all a Ministerial can be expected to handle. 
Why six and not another number is unclear. If all of 
these issues are left for Ministers to decide in four day 
at Cancun, then many of these issues will be squeezed 
out or there will be pandemonium in Cancun or both. In 
Doha, the declaration had 50 some paragraphs and 
only 6 issues were assigned facilitators. Many 
governments had nowhere to turn if they wanted to 
address other relevant issues that were not assigned 
facilitators. It appears likely that the Doha process will 
be repeated. 


The thirteen issues could be the following, depending 
on what can be agreed by member states ahead of 
Cancun: 1) Agriculture Modalities (Deadline was March 
31, 2003) 2) Solution for Trips and Health (Deadline as 
early as possible and at the latest December 2002) 3) 
Clear recommendations for decision on Special and 
Differential Treatment (this deadline was July 2002 in 
the DMD) 4) Resolution of implementation issues 
related to Textiles (passed July 2002) as well as other 
key outstanding implementation issues (deadline 
December 2002) and those with clear negotiating 
mandates in the Implementation Decision Text from 
Doha (many of those deadlines have also passed). 
Outstanding implementation issues also _ include 
extension of Geographical Indications to other products 
than Wines and Sprits. Australia and the US are leading 
voices against this proposal, while the European 
Commission is a major proponent of the extension. 5) 
Non-Agriculture Market Access Modalities (Deadline 
likely to pass May 31, 2003) 6) At Cancun: Take a 
decision based on explicit consensus on the modalities 
of the negotiations on Singapore Issues (Investment, 
Competition, Government Procurement and Trade 
Facilitation). Currently members are in disagreement 
over whether it is one single decision or four separate 
decisions. 7) At Cancun: Decision on the desirability of 
Negotiations regarding the Environment (para 32 of 
DMD)—so far nothing has been established on this 
issue. 8) Agreement on improvement and clarification of 
the Dispute Settlement Mechanism (supposed to be 
negotiated early and by May 23, but will not be 
completed) 9) At Cancun: TRIPS Council Decision on 
scope and modalities of non-violation complaints 10) By 
Cancun: Conclusion of TRIPS negotiations on Wines 


and Spirits 11) At Cancun: Report from the General 
Council on regular work program _ including 
recommendations from small economies, progress in 
trade, debt and finance, progress in working group on 
technology transfer, e-commerce etc. 12) At Cancun: 
Report from the Director General (DG) on technical 
assistance, capacity building, issues affecting LDCs 
and accession of LDCs 13) 13) At Cancun: Technical 
Assistance and capacity building in the field of trade 
and environment. It is unclear how language on 
services negotiations, another major area of the WTO 
with sweeping implications for countries, will be 
handled. The Trade Negotiations Chair (TNC) prepared 
a “Cancun Timeline” in September 2002 with deadlines 
and decisions for the WTO Program. It is pasted below 
as a reference. 


LIKELY SCENARIO LEADING TO CANCUN 


According to a source, the WTO Secretariat will now 
start working with Chairs of each Negotiating Body of 
the TNC to harmonize texts for Cancun. There will be 
final reports from each of these bodies that will go to the 
General Council before Cancun. The language for 
Cancun will likely come from these final reports. 
General Council will assess reports from the regular 
bodies of the WTO to submit language for Cancun (see 
No. 10 above). The paragraphs from the TNC bodies, 
combined with the General Council language on various 
decisions of the regular work programme will make up 
the draft text for Cancun. The declaration will be 
phrased in language that “takes stock,” gives political 
guidance and forges decisions. 


The GC Chair and the DG could circulate a possible 
skeletal framework of the text as early as mid-May. 
Starting now until the second or third week of August 
(approximately ten weeks), the WTO will work hard to 
harmonise such a text. There should be a draft text by 
the time the WTO comes back from its two-week break 
in mid-August. The process of consultation on the text 
will be a repeat of pre-Doha, referred to as the “HODS” 
or Heads of Delegations plus One (meaning the head of 
delegation can bring only one advisor to the meetings). 
These will range from being open-ended (open to all 
members) to closed bilateral and small meetings 
depending on interest and judgment of the chairs of 
various committees. Once again, it is appears that 
facilitators for Cancun will be chosen without a 
transparent process and at the last minute. When asked 
if facilitators might be chosen through a formal process 
in Geneva (something a group of developing countries 
have asked for), one source said, “Only if there is time.” 


WILL INTERNAL TRANSPARENCY OF THE WTO BE 
REVISITED PRIOR TO CANCUN? 


Internal transparency and ministerial processes of the 
WTO have remained controversial and unresolved 
since Seattle and Doha. Since December 2002, there 
seems to have been no further consultation on this 
matter and no resolution between key developed 
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country members and their supporters versus key 
developing countries of the Like Minded Group (LMG) 
on how to proceed. The developed country group does 
not want any type of procedural rules in place that will 
restrict their flexibility and slow things down. The 
developing country group wants to establish procedures 
for decision-making at the WTO that would make the 
process more accountable and verifiable less 
susceptible to power politics. However, the LMG paper 
proposed in April 2002 by a group of 15 developing 
countries from around the world seems to be dormant 
at the moment. India and others would like to revive this 
discussion again with the help of the new General 
Council Chair, the Ambassador of Uruguay, Carlos 
Perez del Castillo. 


According to a source, the last draft on internal 
transparency (circulated in Geneva Update #10) was as 
close a compromise as the WTO could have possibly 
achieved and they do not see how there can be any 
further movement on this issue. Yet this draft failed to 
address some of the major concerns that many 
developing countries and civil society organizations 
share about the mishandling of past ministerials. 
Problems include: “1) The procedures on how the last 
24 hours of the WTO Ministerial should be handled. In 
Doha, the WTO extended the meeting by one day 
without previous warning or procedure. Many countries 
are outraged by this and believe there needs to be a 
procedure for such actions. 2) The selection of 
facilitators of the Ministerial Once again, many 
members of the LMG feel that facilitators are chosen 
without any procedure and that such a process, 
including the selection of the working groups in the 
Ministerial, should be decided in Geneva through an 
open process before arriving at the Ministerial. 3) The 
Draft text should represent diverging positions clearly. 
This is a contentious point because the unbracketed 
text in Doha blurred many developing country concerns 
and lulled Ministers into a false sense of consensus. 4) 
There is yet no agreement on how small group 
consultations should take place in the Ministerial itself 
so that a few countries behind closed doors do not 
make decisions.” (from Geneva Update #10). 


There is also the continued problem of green rooms 
(closed small group negotiations) in ministerials and in 
the preparatory process. The last two nights of Doha 
were Green Room negotiations. Many ministers and 
delegations were not present at the time of the final 
plenary. The Secretariat staff itself has no sense how 
many delegations were actually present when the final 
Doha Declaration was accepted on behalf of 144 
countries. 


These last 24 hours are crucial because often this is 
where the most pressure is exerted on weaker 
members to accept some sort of consensus, whether it 
is in their best interest or not. WTO Staff also fall into 
this mentality of needing a document to show “success” 
wanting to avoid a repeat of the evident failure in 
Seattle. The result ends up being a claim to “victory” at 
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any cost regardless of the consequences that a so- 
called consensus will have on democratically created 
legislation in areas that the WTO now affects i.e. 
development policy, intellectual property, environment, 
services and perhaps via Cancun, on the Singapore 
issues. Thus, with or without a formal declaration, the 
stakes are extremely high for Cancun. 


COULD CANCUN JUST BE A MID-TERM REVIEW? 
Conversely, many developing countries are hoping to 
avoid such a high pressure situation. They are hoping 
that language from negotiating bodies can be in the 
form of clear and concise plans and affirmations to 
continue negotiating beyond Cancun. For instance, in 
extremely critical negotiations such as market access 
for non-agricultural products, where developing country 
industrial policy is at stake, many developing countries 
are hoping to reach a substantive agreement before 
Cancun even if the May deadline is missed. However, if 
no agreement is in sight, they do not see why an 
agreement must be hammered out in a high pressure 
situation such as Cancun. Ministers could also choose 
to set deadlines beyond Cancun for an agreement on 
this issue. 


They see no reason why Cancun must be the deadline 
to resolve outstanding issues given how many of the 
Doha work programme deadlines have been missed. 
Cancun could rather be an opportunity for developed 
countries to signal more political will, given how 
reluctant they have been to make commitments despite 
the promise of the so-called “Doha Development 
Agenda.” Modalities in WTO agreements i.e. non- 
agricultural tariffs, agriculture and the Singapore issues, 
if negotiated substantively, create the basis, terms and 
conditions of the commitments made by member states 
in the WTO—they are 95% of the work required to 
complete negotiations. The other 5% is the scheduling 
of sectors based on those commitments. Thus, the 
substantive decisions do not need to be rushed in an 
effort to show “progress.” After all, the WTO is a 
permanent negotiating forum and deadlines in the past 
have been set for before and after Ministerial 
Conferences. 


Agreement on modalities in effect signs and seals the 
terms of the negotiations and thus members should and 
in fact must take their time to come to agreement on 
these. Meanwhile, Cairns group countries desperate to 
get movement on agriculture want to link all other 
negotiating modalities to agriculture at Cancun. They 
see the Ministerial Conference as their best chance to 
achieve such a goal, because of the political pressure 
that dominates the conference. Such a strategy leaves 
many weaker members as observers, watching the EC, 
the US, the Cairns group and some major developing 
countries play out their positions amongst themselves. 


AGRICULTURE, A DEADLOCK 


What we see playing out is the US and the Cairns 
Group on one side pushing for more aggressive cuts in 





tariffs, saying that the Harbinson text is inadequate 
(though, some insiders believe that the fairly steep cuts 
Harbinson proposes probably are agreeable to this 
group and their critique of the Harbinson text is only a 
negotiating stance). This group is probably fairly content 
with the cuts proposed on Domestic Support as well. 
The common assumption is that the EC has the most 
trouble with the domestic support cuts proposed. 
However, some observers have pointed out that the 
proposed Harbinson modalities are not so far from the 
EC proposal itself. These sources suggest it is the 
drastic tariff cuts that Harbinson proposes that the 
European Member States will not stomach. The lack of 
proposals to really address the level and nature of US’s 
domestic support is lost sight of in the widespread 
criticism against the EC. 


India is in agreement with the EC on its caution against 
steep tariff reductions. India is finding itself squeezed 
from Cairns developing countries one the one hand and 
the US on the other in fighting against aggressive tariff 
cuts. Thus India is hoping for 1) a much milder tariff 
reduction formula 2) a strong permanent “Strategic 
Product” (SP) provision and a temporary Special 
Safeguard Mechanism (SSM) against import surges, for 
developing countries Only. The SP and the SSM area 
major concern for many developing countries who 
cannot afford to liberalize at all in many of their 
agriculture sectors and even wish to raise their tariffs in 
certain vulnerable areas. 


However relying on the SSM and the SP solely to gain 
respite for their agriculture sectors, while developed and 
developing country Cairns members, the US and the 
EC oppose their inclusion could be an extremely 
precarious negotiating position for developing countries. 
The SSM would be for temporary use and the major 
powers would exact a high price from developing 
countries for any concessions on SP. The SP and SSG 
drafts are yet to be formulated and these discussions 
will take place, most likely, in May with much opposition 
from Cairns, the US and quiet lip service from the EC. 
This makes one wonder if the approach should not be 
an all out opposition against drastic tariff cuts as a 
primary driver unless developing countries can get SP 
and SSG at no cost, on the grounds that high levels of 
domestic support from the EC and the US will continue. 


It is possible that the upcoming expiry of the Peace 
Clause, in December 2003, will provide developing 
countries with further negotiating power. Without the 
peace clause, the US and EC will be vulnerable to 
countervailing duties for their high levels of domestic 
support and, particularly in the EC, for the continued 
use of export subsidies. Both governments have 
indicated they wish to extend the Peace Clause. Any 
such extension should come at a real price, given that 
the need for the Clause reflects how far their 
agricultural practices are from the GATT ideal. 


GATS: REQUESTS AND OFFERS TO OPEN UP 
SERVICES SECTORS 


As of last week, the total count of requests was 30 and 
sources say that total offers to date are around 16. The 
following countries are known to have made offers to 
open up their services sectors: Switzerland, 
Liechtenstein, Panama, Paraguay, US, Argentina, 
Japan, Canada, Iceland, Australia, Korea, New 
Zealand, Norway, Taiwan, Uruguay. Brazil has 
expressed its intention to submit offers fairly soon. 


The signal from major industry lobby groups such as 
the European Services Forum (ESF) (they have been 
lobbying in Geneva lately) is that developing countries 
should open up ambitiously and move quickly on 
making offers. Indeed they contend that the principle 
gains for developing countries in the GATS negotiations 
will come from opening their own markets rather than 
from increased access to developed countries’ markets. 
ESF says that most developing countries have very little 
to provide in terms of services to other countries. 
However, when it comes to the EC offer they contend 
that the Europeans cannot offer much since they have 
already liberalised their market extensively during the 
Uruguay Round. Thus the highly influential industry 
association implies that developing countries do not 
need to pay so much attention to the requests to the EC 
but should rather focus on the offers to the EC and 
other WTO members. The EC however has_ not 
submitted its offers due to problems amongst the 
member states on the liberalization of certain sensitive 
sectors. 


However, this is a clear indication of the dramatic 
nature of imbalance in this negotiation where industries 
from the Quad countries (EU, Japan, Canada, US) have 
everything to gain for their transnational corporations 
and their powerful lobby groups. Developing countries, 
on the other hand, have very little defense but to 
restrain their offers and should until they can clearly 
identify costs and benefits. Nonetheless, the reality is 
that many developing countries do not have a clear 
indication of the longterm impact of opening up their 
various services sectors. As the leaked EU requests 
have indicated, countries are now targeting the 
limitations that members put on their schedules in the 
previous round. 


The second issue continues to be the outpacing of 
market access negotiations in services versus the 
problems still unresolved in rules, domestic regulation 
and other critical areas of the services negotiations. 
Implementation and Special And __ Differential 
Treatment: Process or Substance? 


Currently, there is widespread confusion on how to deal 
with the mandates of Implementation and Special and 
Differential Treatment (S&D). In Doha, Implementation 
was split into two categories and dispersed through 
various subsidiary bodies for final recommendations. 
The result has been a widespread confusion as to how 
to evaluate the various issues collectively and measure 
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progress, if any. The so-called DMD para. “12B” issues 
or “outstanding” implementation issues of Doha were 
classified as being dealt with on the TNC level, but even 
that has met with criticism from certain key members. 
Thus the end result is confusion and no resolution. The 
Director General is still consulting on the process of 
how to deal with them! 


It seems that S&D is headed in the same path. 
Jamaican Ambassador Ransford Smith has _ held 
consultations since the TNC was established under the 
Special Session of the Committee on Trade and 
Development. Since the beginning of the consultations, 
there has never been clarity as to whether this is, in 
effect, a negotiating issue or not. The US and others 
vehemently oppose this to be formally included under 
the TNC. Moreover, the EC and others have been 
asking to clarify what is the actual mandate. Since 80 
odd issues--are still at the table, the current General 
Council Chair has decided to put them into three 
baskets with the most contentious issues perhaps being 
dispersed to various bodies (the same fate as 
implementation issues). He has insisted that all of these 
issues will be treated equally, but in the WTO, 
dispersed means diffused. It is also unclear whether 
Ambassador Smith will continue to co-consult with 
Chair Castillo or not. The General Council Chair’s 
consultations currently are thus also limited to the 
process rather than the substance. 


Trips and Health: A Must for WTO Credibility 


According to some secretariat Staff, the TRIPS saga 
must be resolved before Cancun. Taking it to Cancun 
will raise tremendously the profile of Conference— 
something the Secretariat wants to avoid for the same 
reason it does not want a high profile declaration. 
Director General Supachai Panichpakdi met with USTR 
Representative Bob Zoellick on April 12 in the US, 
however he came back with very little positive news. 
Zoellick did not seem optimistic on Trips and Health nor 
did he see S&D as a high priority for the US. However, 
for the WTO, having TRIPS and Health in Cancun will 
mean a flood of major Pharmaceutical Industry players 
at the Ministerial and a highly volatile situation. An 
example was sited of a similar massive presence of 
telecommunications companies present in the 
Singapore Ministerial when the Telecommunications 
Annex was being negotiated for the Services 
Negotiations. 


A failure on TRIPS and Health is a major public 
relations disaster for the WTO. They would sooner 
avoid this situation and handle it outside of Cancun. On 
this, most developing countries would be in agreement. 
Bringing this to Cancun will mean much less time on all 
of the other crucial areas. However, if the EC plays its 
cards right, all of these issues will be in Cancun so as to 
diffuse its very opposed stand on agriculture. 


The TRADE OFF GAME: WHAT’S IN IT FOR 
DEVELOPING COUNTRIES 
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The WTO has been talking a lot about “negative” and 
“positive” linkages recently. Negative Linkage: If you do 
not give me what | want in Agriculture, | will not give you 
anything in Services and/or Non-Agriculture Market 
Access. If you do not give me Agriculture, | will not give 
you Government Procurement and Trade Facilitation. 
This is the Cairns Group Approach. 


Positive Linkage: If you give me “less than full 
reciprocity” on Non-Agriculture Product Tariff reduction 
(according to the DMD, developing countries are 
allowed to reduce less in tariffs and in less sectors), | 
will agree to negotiate trade facilitation that is not 
subject to Dispute Settlement of the WTO. 


But the harsh reality in Geneva right now is that for too 
many developing countries, there is little if anything to 
gain with current negotiations and much to lose in new 
negotiations. Thus, many countries are starting to shy 
away from linkages. Investment and Competition must 
be looked at substantively on their own terms without 
having to make linkages in Agriculture, some say, 
because there is no clarity on how ambitious the 
negotiations will become. Now that the International 
Chamber of Commerce has come out openly with a 
very aggressive position on Investment in the WTO, 
these countries have every reason to worry about 
signing a blank check of procedural modalities 
(meaning agreeing to negotiate without defining the 
terms of negotiations) for these critical areas. The EC 
and increasingly other proponents of these issues are 
pushing for procedural modalities of the Singapore 
Issuesbecause they know that a substantive agreement 
on these issues is impossible before Cancun. Thus they 
would like to package all four complex issues in a 
bundle and only address the process of negotiations. 


Another reason not to make linkages and to look at 
each agreement on its own terms is the complexity of 
individual negotiations (i.e. the tradeoffs in SP, SSM for 
really aggressive tariff cuts on all other crops in 
agriculture). The same can be said about virtually all 
other negotiations. For instance, the meetings last week 
on Market Access of Non-Agriculture Products revealed 
that developing countries are being pushed from New 
Zealand, Australia and the US for practically zero tariffs, 
while the EC’s best is a 15% ceiling. This makes a 
mockery once again of the term, “less than full 
reciprocity” of the Doha paragraph on Non-Agriculture 
Market Access negotiations which includes a mandate 
for “appropriate studies...to participate effectively in the 
negotiations” for developing countries. There is no hint 
of any independent studies of this nature. 





African countries and other LDCs are particularly 
vulnerable since they are being squeezed in both the 
agriculture and the industrial sectors. The Doha Round 
will essentially determine what, if any, future policy 
making space they will have left to direct development 
policy given all the commitments they may make in both 
the industrial and the agriculture sectors, plus the 
Singapore issues. A paper by African countries in the 
Negotiations on Market Access for Non-Agriculture 
Products has voiced this very concern on the need to 
negotiate based on building local industry in Africa, 
rather than for the sake of trade liberalization itself. 
Meanwhile both the EC and the US have the Non- 
Agriculture negotiations as a key interest. 


To try to make sense of all the possible tradeoffs and 
linkages that could be made in the coming months may 
be useless since much is posturing and much will 
remain to be seen closer to Cancun. What is more 
important at this time is to identify areas in each 
negotiation where there cannot be compromises 
including the decision not expand negotiations in other 
areas. However, it is clear that countries under pressure 
and with very little staff in Geneva (and few resources 
at home) will find it extremely difficult (in a Round of this 
size and ambition) to make optimal decisions for their 
current development level. Clear political signals must 
come from national constituencies and citizens starting 
now. For many developing countries, the pending 
decisions (Implementation, Trips and Health, Special 
and Differential Treatment, Agriculture, Non-Agriculture 
Products, Singapore issues) and the lack thereof are 
major issues that impact their future ability to create and 
develop policies centered on their own people. 


Conclusion 


Things are not looking so good for Cancun. This really 
means that developing countries, especially the 
weakest, are at the greatest disadvantage. The more 
decisions that ministers will have to make, the greater 
the pressure there will be in Cancun for developing 
countries to make compromises—the higher the stakes 
for “success” for the WTO. None of this actually has to 
happen if delegations realize that nothing in these 
agreements or the nature of the WTO binds them to 
make high pressure decisions at ministerials. What 
should be central and of utmost of concern are the 
costs and benefits for citizens whom these 
governments represent. The multilateral trading system 
can continue negotiating until serious concerns have 
been addressed. 


Contact for this article. ssharma@iatp.org 


(*) coorditrad@atiac.org is the email address of an international group of volunteers who coordinate 700 
translators worldwide. You can be part of this group and share your language expertise by helping us publish 
articles and documents. Just contact them for further details. 
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Meeting ATTAC worldwide 


Week 30-04-2003 >>> 06-05-2003 





http: //attac. org/rdv/index.html 





30/04 

NO G8 : hitp:/www.attac. info/g8evian/?NAVI=1 030-1 4fr 

Nuit du Premier Mai (Paris) + Réveillon du 1% Mai (Boujan sur Libron) + Lille 
AUSTRIA : hittp:/www.attac-austria.org/termine/termine.php 

Wien 

DEUTSCHLAND : hitp://www.attac.de/termine/index.php 

Wolfsburg 

FRANCE : http://www. france.attac.org/annexe/calendrier.php?7langue= 
Grenoble 

NORGE : hitp:/Awww.attac.no/index.php?url=%2Fkalenderliste.php 

Oslo 

SUISSE SCHWEIZ : hitp://www.suisse.attac.org/rubrique.php3?id_rubrique=6 
Geneve 


01/05 

NO G8 : hitp:/(www.attac. info/g8evian/?NAVI=1 030-1 4fr 

Arras + Manifestation (Evian) 

AUSTRIA : hitp:/www.attac-austria.org/termine/termine.php 
Grobraming 

DANMARK : hitp:/www.attac-danmark.dk/kalender/index.asp 
Kgabenhavn + Esbjerg 

DEUTSCHLAND : hitp://www.attac.de/termine/index.php 
Berlin + Wolfsburg 

FRANCE : hittp://www.france.attac.org/annexe/calendrier.php?7langue= 
La Rochelle + Louviers + Bernay 

NORGE : hitp:/Awww.attac.no/index.php?url=%2Fkalenderliste.php 
Oslo 


02/05 

AUSTRIA : hitp:/www.attac-austria.org/termine/termine.php 

Wien 

DEUTSCHLAND : hittp://www.attac.de/termine/index.php 

Berlin + Wolfsburg 

FRANCE : hitp://www.france.attac.org/annexe/calendrier.php?7langue= 
Arras + Quimperlé 


03/05 

AUSTRIA : hitp:/www.attac-austria.org/termine/termine.php 
Innsbruck 

DANMARK : hitp:/www.attac-danmark.dk/kalender/index.asp 
Valby 


DEUTSCHLAND : hitp://www.attac.de/termine/index.php 
Hannover + Berlin + Wolfsburg 

FRANCE : hitp:/’www.france.attac.org/annexe/calendrier.php?langue= 
Brest + Lyon + Cergy Pontoise 

NORGE : hitp:/Awww.attac.no/index.php?url=%2Fkalenderliste.php 
Oslo 


04/05 
DANMARK : hittp://www.attac-danmark.dk/kalender/index.asp 
Valby 


attac 
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DEUTSCHLAND : hitp://www.attac.de/termine/index.php 
Hannover + Berlin + Wolfsburg 


05/05 

NO G8 : hitp:/(www.attac. info/g8evian/?NAVI=1 030-1 4fr 

Lille + 6 heures contre G8 (Lyon) 

AUSTRIA : hittp:/www.attac-austria.org/termine/termine.php 
Innsbruck 

DEUTSCHLAND : hitp://www.attac.de/termine/index.php 
Nurnberg 

FRANCE : hitp://www.france.attac.org/annexe/calendrier.php?7langue= 
Rouen + Annemasse 


06/05 

NO G8 : hitp:/(www.attac. info/g8evian/?NAVI=1 030-1 4fr 

Lille + Fac Off (Villeneuve d’Ascq) 

BELGIQUE BELGIE :: hitp://wb.attac.be/rubrique.php3?id_rubrique=7 


Bruxelles 

DANMARK : hitp:/www.attac-danmark.dk/kalender/index.asp 
Esbjerg 

FINLAND : hitp:/www.attac.kaapeli.fi/kalenteri 

Vantaa 


FRANCE : hitp://www.france.attac.org/annexe/calendrier.php?7langue= 

St Brieuc + Saint Dié + Romorantin + Bastia + Tregunc + Allinges + Lyon + Nantes 
SUISSE SCHWEIZ : hitp://www.suisse.attac.org/rubrique.php3?id_rubrique=6 

Lausanne 


